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An Act repealing New Hampshire's regional greenhouse gas initiative cap and trade program for controlling carbon dioxide emissions.

· Even if carbon dioxide emissions are a problem for the environment, the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative has simply not impacted the overall reduction of emissions, yet it has had and will continue to have a significant negative impact on the economy.

· According to the Science and Public Policy Institute, carbon dioxide emissions growth outside the United States is substantial—2.8 percent per year since the turn of the century. In China, emissions growth has been 11.8 percent per year since 2001. With RGGI’s goal of cutting emissions by 10 percent by 2018, it’s important to note that such a reduction in New Hampshire over those years would be completely nullified by growth in foreign emissions in eight hours. Even more amazing than this, if we were to completely eliminate every carbon dioxide producing object in New Hampshire today, those carbon dioxide emissions would be replaced by the growth of emissions outside the United States in just 8 days. It’s safe to say that the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative is not accomplishing anything for the environment, and for that reason alone it should be repealed.

· From my studies, it’s too early to tell exactly what the economic prognosis will be in New Hampshire if we allow this program to continue, but when looking at the effect of similar programs elsewhere, the outlook is bad. For example, in Spain, Professor Gabriel Calzada at Juan Carlos University estimated that every “green” job created through that country’s similar program cost $774,000. Plus, it cost 2.2 other jobs because companies couldn’t afford to pay for higher energy prices.

· According to an analysis by the National Association of Manufacturers and the American Council for Capital Foundation, by 2030 in N.H., the similar, federal “Cap & Trade” program proposed in the since-failed Waxman-Markey bill would have decreased average household income by about $1000, it would have cost between 6,975 and 9,499 jobs, and energy prices would have increased substantially leading to a decline in Gross State Product by about $2.3 billion per year.

· Contrary to statements that the science surrounding carbon dioxide emissions is “settled,” there is actually substantial disagreement among scientists whether carbon dioxide is a pollutant or whether it has a correlative affect on the climate of the Earth. According to a July 2010 article in the “International Journal of Geosciences” by Brazilian professor Paulo Cesar Soares, the idea that carbon dioxide leads to global warming or even climate change “does not have verifiable significance.” Instead, data show that an increase in atmospheric carbon dioxide could be the result of increased temperatures. Natural solar activity and water vapor are linked more closely with warming than carbon dioxide.
· It is important to note that science is correctly performed using the scientific method, which includes peer review in an open forum that encourages dissent and repeated experimentation in order to prove a conclusion, but the process that led to prevailing assertions about carbon dioxide emissions has been performed by a consensus of scientists who have largely suppressed dissent. Since it is inappropriate to base public policy that affects the economy, energy production, private property and other significant matters on what is actually unsettled science, the state of New Hampshire should repeal the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative as a premature, if not a poorly conceived, idea.

· Finally, it is also important to note that the U.S. Constitution, in Article I, Section 10, Clause iii, makes RGGI unconstitutional. That section declares that "No State shall, without the consent of Congress, ... enter into any Agreement or Compact with another State, or with a foreign Power...," Because the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative is an agreement among 10 states, without the consent of Congress, it is indeed unconstitutional, and we have yet one more reason why it should be repealed. Thank you for your time and consideration of this very important bill.

